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It would be interesting to put together the various theories of
causation held by the Vedantins and the Buddhists, and note
their similarities and dissimilarities. According to the view of the
Naiyayikas, which we may say is that of ordinary realism, the
cause is of three kinds: samavayikarana, also called updddna-
kdrana or material cause, the asamavdyikdrana or relational
cause or the relations by entering into which the parts constitute
a whole,1 and the nimiUakdrana or the efficient cause. All these
are accepted by the Vedantic schools. But the updddnakdrana in
the idealistic schools may be a parindmikdrana or a vivartakdrana.
The parindmikdrana is that material cause which undergoes
transformation in producing the effect, like milk in producing
curd. But the vivartakdrana, like gold which is the material
cause of some ornament, does not undergo such transforma-
tion. The nature of gold is not aftected when it becomes an
ornament; but that of milk is affected when it is changed into
curd.
This is the general view. But Vallabha holds that the parindmikd-
rana need not be a vikdri, that is, it need not be affected. But if it
is not affected, it is practically the same as the vivartakdrana.
It is probably the association of the idea of vivarta with the ideas
of illusion and unreality of the world that prevents Vallabha
from using the word vivartakdrana with reference to the causality
of the Absolute.
In addition to these three kinds of cause, Vijnanabhiksu men-
tions another called the adhisthdnakdrand or ddhdrakdrana* It
is a cause that supports the transformation (parindma) which takes
place on it; and as it is only a support, it is unaffected by the
transformation. With the help of the idea of adhisthdnakdvana,
Vijnanabhiksu attempts to prove that the Brahman is unaffected
by the transformation which its Prakrti undergoes.
As regards the effect, broadly speaking there are two views: the
satkdryavdda and the asatkdryavdda, that is, the theory accord-
ing to which the effect is existent in the cause and that according
to which it is non-existent in the cause. The upholders of the
satkdryavdda argue that, if the effect does not exist in the cause
1 It is interesting to note that the Naiyayikas long ago recognized that the
relations between the parts of a whole are also its constituents.
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